My paper presents a diachronic study of the Left Periphery of Hungarian comparative subclauses, primarily focussing on the development of the complementisers and the operator.
Hungarian and what parametric differences can be traced between Old and Modern Hungarian.
In Modern Hungarian, the comparative subclause is introduced by mint 'than', which may be followed by an overt comparative operator (e.g. ahányszor 'x-many times'). However, in Old Hungarian the subclause was initially and typically introduced by hogy 'that', and the comparative operator remained covert. Though the two stages seem to be radically different, I
will show that the latter can actually be derived from the former by means of purporting the development of the complementiser and that of the operator to be two interrelated processes, the most important aspects of the changes being the reanalysis of the complementiser mint 'than' and the change in the deletion of the operator.
In the next part of the article I will provide a theoretical background by briefly presenting the structure of comparative subclauses, to be followed by a description of deletion phenomena provided in the third section. Section 4 will then overview the data from the Old Hungarian and partly from the Middle Hungarian period necessary for the present discussion; finally, in section 5 I will provide my analysis for the parametric changes.
The structure of comparatives
Let us consider the following example from Modern Hungarian:
(1) Anna ma több-ször telefonált-t-ø Moszkvá-ba, mint Ann today more-times phone-PST-3SG Moscow-ILLATIVUS than a-hány-szor Miki szok-ott-ø.
x-many-times Mike do-PST-3SG
'Ann phoned to Moscow more times today than Mike usually does.' A comparative construction contains two semantic elements: the reference value and the standard value of comparison. The reference value is expressed in the form of a QP (Quantifier Phrase) in the matrix clause (in this case, this is többször 'more times'), whereas the standard value is expressed by the comparative subclause itself (which is here mint ahányszor Miki volt 'than x-many times Mike was').
The comparative subclause is a CP (Complementiser Phrase), which is introduced by the C head mint 'than' in Modern Hungarian (see Kenesei 1992) , representing comparative Force (see Rizzi 1999) 2 .
There is yet another CP under the one headed by mint; and the specifier of this lower CP hosts the comparative operator moving there by operator movement (Chomsky 1977; Kennedy-Merchant 2000) . The structure is schematically represented below: Finiteness, and in between the two optional Topic and Focus phrases can be found, if any (Rizzi 1997: 297) :
2 Though Rizzi calls this "illocutionary Force", and distinguishes among declarative, interrogative, relative etc. types, this has very little to do with the notion of illocution in the sense of Austin and Searle, since the ones discussed by Rizzi are not performative sentence types. In order to avoid any possible terminological confusion, I will restrict myself to calling it "Force", as is normally done in the literature.
As can be seen in (2), in Present-day Hungarian mint is generated in the upper C head position, while the operator moves to the specifier of the lower CP (see Kántor 2008a) ; as a matter of fact, the operator can be overt, as shown by (1) or by (4) below:
(4) Mari-nak több macská-ja van, mint a-hány macská-ja Péter-nek van. Mary-DAT more cat-POSS is than x-many cat-POSS Peter-DAT is 'Mary has more cats than Peter has.'
Parametric variation in the subclause
Before turning to the description of Old Hungarian comparatives, let us first examine one of the most important deletion processes specific to comparatives, namely Comparative Deletion (CD), which is subject to parametric variation with respect to its obligatoriness.
CD is an operation responsible for eliminating the QP from the comparative subclause in the [Spec; CP] position, if it is logically identical with the one in the matrix clause (Bácskai-Atkári 2010: 10) . English is a [+CD] language, i.e. a language in which this operation is obligatory.
3 Consider:
(5) a. *Ann is more enthusiastic than Peter is enthusiastic.
b.
Ann is more enthusiastic than Peter is ___ .
The reason for the ungrammaticality of (5a) is that the QP in the subclause (x-much enthusiastic, which appears only as enthusiastic overtly) does not move up to [Spec; CP] and hence cannot be deleted there be CD; however, since CD is obligatory in English, the result is clearly ungrammatical. On the other hand, (5b) is perfectly acceptable, since there movement and deletion do happen.
3 Notions such as [+CD] and [-CD] are descriptive parameters only (in this respect similar to the notions SOV, SVO etc.). For details on how the actual process works, see Bácskai-Atkári (2010) .
It has to be mentioned that in some cases the QP is contained within a DP (Determiner Phrase); if so, the entire DP moves up and is deleted, otherwise there would be a DP island violation (see Izvorski 1995: 271; Kántor 2008b: 148-149 ; on the constraint itself, see Kayne 1983; Ross 1986; Bošković 2005; Grebenyova 2004 ). This is shown below: Later mint 'than' could also appear in the structure, typically in the sequence hogy nem mint 'that not than'; this construction appeared already in the late Old Hungarian period but became characteristic of Middle Hungarian (Haader 2003a (Haader : 515, 2003b :
near-er-SUPERESSIVUS is the-our salvation-3PL.POSS that.not mynt eleeb hyt-t-ok than before think-PST-3PL.
'our salvation is nearer now than we thought before' (ÉrdyK. 3; ex. from Haader 2003a: 515) b. az men-tól also-bÿk-ban is tob angÿal uagon honnem the all-ABL down-er-INESSIVUS also more angel is that.not mÿnth az nap-nak fen-e-ben than the sun-DAT light-POSS-INESSIVUS 'there are more angels in the basest one of them than in the sun's light' (SándK. 1v) It is worth mentioning that the heads hogy, nem (or sem 'neither'), and mint could also fuse (see Haader 2003a: 515; Kenesei 1992: 43) , as is shown above by the fusion of hogy and nem into honnem.
4
Later on, the negative element nem could also be left out, rending the sequence hogy mint (Haader 2003a: 515) :
hogÿmint an-nak elott-e sweetness-ACC feel-PST-3SG big-er-INESSIVUS that.than that-DAT before-POSS 'he felt sweetness more than before' (LázK. 140; ex. from Haader 2003a: 515) These are the main stages in the development of Hungarian comparative subclauses, the final one of course being a situation where the subclause is introduced only by mint:
Before turning to the analysis and explanation of the phenomenon, consider the chart in It has to be mentioned that the chart does not cover all the data from Old Hungarian, i.e.
there are other texts as well that might contain comparative subclauses of the sort concerned here, while there were some which included apparently none. However, what is important here is not really the number of the instances of each type but rather the relative distribution thereof. As has been already said, the earliest type was hogy nem, to be followed by hogy nem mint, and it is only the final stage where we have mint only. It should be obvious that although the diachronic development of the individual constructions is so, the actual occurrences of these do not strictly reflect this order. For instance, the earliest text, the Jókai-Codex, contains all the three constructions to about the same extent, whereas the Bécsi Codex (Vienna Codex) almost exclusively uses the earliest form hogy nem. On the other hand, late examples such as the Bod-Codex still contain a relatively large amount of hogy nem, in spite of featuring examples containing mint. This is important because it explicitly shows that the various types of constructions did not strictly follow each other, and -as can be expected -there was considerably overlapping in the period; consequently, the late Old Hungarian (and also the early Middle Hungarian) period was one with several changes and these are reflected in the co-occurrence of the forms in the texts for considerable time. This also implies that the individual stages of the change used in the description to be presented in the next section are not meant to be strictly distinguishable periods, and are used rather to facilitate the description of the change; however, in the actual language use these steps did feature simultaneously for quite a long time and thus the change was far from being abrupt.
Reanalysis and parametric change
Let us now turn to the analysis of the diachronic change concerning comparatives in
Hungarian. There will be two points to focus on: the status of the C heads and the deletion of the comparative operator.
The initial setup
Initially, as has already been mentioned, the comparative subclause was introduced by the C Force head hogy 'that'. At this stage, the comparative operator was subject to obligatory Comparative Deletion -thus Old Hungarian initially had a [+CD] parameter. 5 On the other hand, the subclause also contained the negative element nem 'not', which was probably required by the comparative Force of the clause originally (later the negative element disappeared from the construction, as comparative Force is not universally accompanied by negation, see e.g. Modern Hungarian).
The situation with respect to the structure of the two CPs is schematised below:
As can be seen, hogy is a C head; historically, though, Haader (2003a: 515; 2003c: 263) and Juhász (1991: 479) derive it from a relative pronoun of the same form (functionally equivalent with the present-day relative pronoun ahogy 'how'). Although this seems plausible, since there is no direct evidence for the hypothesis, I will not venture either to defend or to refute it but simply remark that this may have been a possible source for the C head. What is more important for us is that at the beginning of the Old Hungarian period it was already a complementiser and not a relative pronoun. Evidence for this partly stems from the fact that hogy was able to fuse with other heads (see section 4 above) -hence it was a head and not a phrase. On the other hand, hogy introduced other types of finite clauses as well in the period under scrutiny: both that-clauses and ordinary relative clauses (Haader 2003a (Haader , 1991 Galambos 1907 To conclude, it seems that the representation in (11) is supported also by cross-linguistic data and will be used in the present paper as the basis of representing the Old Hungarian structures.
The relation of hogy and hogy nem
Let us now briefly turn to the status of the negative element, though this is -as said beforenot going to be a central question of this essay. First of all, the presence of a negative element is familiar from other languages as well (see Salvi-Vanelli 2004: 283-285 It must be noted that the presence of the negative element is far from being obligatory, as can be seen from the Italian pair of (12) and (14), where the latter differs from the former only in style, in being more formal or elevated. I will not engage in analysing these differences, nor will I venture to examine the status of ne with respect to actual negation in Modern French; suffice it to say that though the negative function of these elements is no longer evident today, their origin is so, as is the case with the Old Hungarian hogy nem.
With respect to the status of hogy nem, however, there is one more important question:
namely that the elements hogy and nem could actually fuse, resulting in the complex C head hogynem (see Juhász 1991: 489, 494 
menÿeÿ-ek-rol heavenly-PL-DELATIVUS
'it is easier for man to dissert on mundane than on heavenly matters' (SándK. 1r) It seems thus that in Old Hungarian there evolved two C heads: hogy and hogynem. The importance of keeping hogy as a C head on its own becomes clear when considering the later string hogy mint besides hogy nem mint, which contains no negative element. This is easily explained by saying that when mint appeared, it could be used both in the construction introduced by hogynem and in the one with hogy nem, the latter to be simplified into hogy solely and the former disappearing altogether. If one were to suppose that there existed only hogynem, it would also require one to resort to the rather implausible solution of saying that the bound morpheme nem was lost from the middle of the string hogynem mint.
The relative cycle as a grammaticalization process
For the analysis of the diachronic change in question, it is necessary to present a grammaticalization process called the relative cycle, which will be claimed to be one of the key factors inducing changes in Old Hungarian comparatives.
The relative cycle is basically a process where an original determiner becomes first a relative operator, and subsequently the relative operator is reanalysed as a C head (RobertsRoussou 2003 : 119, van Gelderen 2009 ). This kind of change happened to the English that during the Old English period, which was originally a determiner (this function being preserved in the D head in Present-day English as well) but was used also as a relative pronoun. However, the relative pronoun moving to [Spec; CP] came to be analysed later as part of the CP, i.e. as a C head. First that was interpreted as a C Fin head but later was reanalysed from the C Force head, as shown by van Gelderen (2009: 107).
The processes described above are schematically drawn below:
As can be seen, the element that first occupied the specifier position of the lower CP, then it was reanalysed as the head thereof, and finally was base-generated as the head of the higher CP.
The appearance of mint
The appearance of mint in Old Hungarian comparative subclauses has an interesting parallel phenomenon in relative clauses, which is not quite unprecedented as comparatives generally tend to have an analogous structure with ordinary relatives. Though, as will be shown, the development of the two structures in Hungarian seem to have been fed from two different directions, the resulting structures show many common aspects, which will be helpful for the present analysis.
In Old Hungarian but especially in Middle Hungarian, relative clauses were frequently introduced by the string hogy + a relative pronoun (see Galambos 1907: 14-18 ; see also Haader 1995; Dömötör 1995 ) -this could ultimately also become a complex complementiser (Juhász 1992: 792; Haader 1995) . 7 The structure is illustrated below:
(18) olÿaa-t tez-ok raÿt-ad hog kÿ-tol fel-z such-ACC do-1SG you-SUPERESSIVUS that what-ABL fear-2SG 'I will do such to you that from which you will fear' (SándK. 14v) Phonologically, there is no difference between the interrogative and the relative pronoun: the distinction between the two (i.e. present-day ki 'who-Int.' and aki 'who-Rel.') started to emerge only in the late Old Hungarian period but was not completed then (Sipos 1991: 398; G. Varga 1992: 524-525; Juhász 1992: 791; Haader 1995) .
The structure of the Left Periphery of the subclause is shown below:
As can be seen, the higher CP is headed by hogy, while the lower CP has a Ø as its head and a relative operator (e.g. kitől) in its specifier. For the explanation of the phenomenon the hypothesis of Galambos (1907: 15) was that the relative pronoun was in this period still closer to its original pronominal function and hogy was at least partly used to reinforce it as an operator, whereas later it became redundant. On the other hand, the construction expresses consequence besides being a relative clause, thus it was not merely a structural variant.
Nevertheless, it seems that the first step of the relative cycle, i.e. whereby the determiner started to be used as an operator, was not far from this period.
More importantly, a similar construction can be found in comparatives from the same period: like the relative operator, the comparative operator mint started to appear in the lower It should not be surprising that mint did not phonologically show its operator status, as it was true for other relative operators in the period that phonologically they had the same forms as wh-pronouns used in main clause questions (e.g. ki 'who-Int.' vs. ki 'who-Rel.). Thus the fact that no functional split can be seen (as between present-day ki 'who-Int.' and aki 'whoRel.) and the operator mint does not feature as amint, is not exceptional.
The structure is shown below:
Thus the upper C head is still filled by hogy or hogynem, the lower CP is headed by a Ø;
however, in the specifier of the lower CP one can find an overt operator, mint. Fusion was possible, as was in the case of relative operators (see Juhász 1992: 792; Haader 1995) . It has to be noted that although the structures in (19) and (21) are fundamentally the same, they developed exactly from the opposite directions, i.e. in the case of comparatives hogy was present first and the operator appeared later, while in the case of relative clauses the operator was there originally and hogy was inserted only later (and did in fact disappear ultimately, unlike mint in comparatives). Nevertheless, the strict similarity is important because in terms of the resulting structure, they are the same; on the other hand, the comparative structure could be reinforced by analogy from relative clauses. (Chomsky 1977: 87, ex. 51a) b. % Die Welt ist mehr, als was wir seh-en. the(F) world is more than what we see-1PL 'The world is more than what we see.'
c.
% Er ist besser als wie du. he is better than how you 'He is better than you.'
The constructions, as indicated, are only marginally acceptable, though in some dialects they can be perfectly grammatical (e.g. (22a) is so in New England English, whereas it would be very marked in Standard British English). What can be seen is that the C head than and its German equivalent als can be followed by relative operators such as what and was or wie. This is exactly the case for Old Hungarian mint, with the only difference that it seems not to have been marginal in late Old Hungarian and Middle Hungarian, as shown by its frequent appearance in the texts. 
The reanalysis of mint
The next step in the development of mint was basically the second step of the relative cycle, i.e. an operator being reanalysed as a C head. Thus the original operator mint started to be analysed as generated in the C Fin head, while the C Force head still contained hogy(nem).
Admittedly, it is in most cases impossible to detect in a given example of the string hogy nem mint whether mint was a C head or still an operator; however, by looking at a large corpus it can be proved that the change did take place during the Middle Hungarian period.
First, unlike ordinary relative operators from the period, mint remained insensitive to the choice of the matrix pronominal element (Juhász 1992: 799) , though as an operator it should have shown changes accordingly (i.e. it would not have been possible to have mint invariably after various matrix pronominal elements like annyiszor 'many times', akkora 'much big', olyan 'how'). On the other hand, it did not develop into a proper operator morphologically, unlike relative pronouns, which started to be distinguished from wh-operators in their overt forms -for instance, showing a difference between ki 'who-Int.' and aki 'who-Rel.'. These indicate that mint was no longer a relative pronoun but a C head, and as such it naturally did not show the changes indicated above.
The structure was thus the following: 
Reanalysis in terms of the two C heads
The final step concerns the development of mint into a C Force head: this process meant the reanalysis of mint from the C Fin to the C Force head, and was in parallel with the disappearance of hogy. On the one hand, the fact that mint was analysed as a head responsible for the comparative Force required it to be base-generated in the relevant position, thus inducing a structural change and making hogy disappear. On the other hand, the disappearance of hogy from the construction made it possible for mint to start occupying the upper C head.
By mint appearing in the upper C head, it was possible for the comparative operator to appear in the specifier of the lower CP again, which is actually similar to the first step of the relative cycle. This time, however, operators were relative pronouns (such as amennyi 'xmany, ahányszor 'x-many times', amilyen 'x-much' etc.) and this can be attributed to analogy with ordinary relative clauses. These do allow the co-presence of a lexical AP or NP, and the language no longer has a [+CD] pattern. Interestingly, the use of these comparative operators together with mint, as described by Galambos (1907) , was a point of disapproval for purists such as Zsigmond Simonyi, for the 8 The scope of the present article does not allow to provide a complete analysis of the parametric setting that would show which language is [+CD] and which is [-CD]. My hypothesis is that this is primarily a morphological difference: languages having a comparative operator that can be combined with a lexical NP or AP will be [-CD] languages, whereas in languages where there is not (either because there is no operator at all or because there is only a fundamentally invariable proform available, which stands for the entire DP or QP), the parametric setting will be [+CD] . Though this is true descriptively, the real question would rather be why this should be so -this, however, is far beyond the scope of the present analysis.
reason that they found the operator appearing after mint unnecessary. However, the copresence of the C head and an operator in this case is just the repetition of a diachronic change which actually produced mint to be the C head introducing comparatives at all.
The structure of the final stage is shown below: 
Conclusion
The aim of this research was to investigate the development of Hungarian comparative subclauses, with special attention to the complementiser(s) and the operator. As was shown, the history of the complementiser and that of the operator are two interrelated processes, so much so that the present-day C head derives from the first overt operator. One of the most important aspects was that the changes can be analysed in terms of the relative cycle, which made mint to be reanalysed as a complementiser. Second, the appearance of the operator itself is strongly connected to the processes going on in ordinary relative clauses, as several steps in the development of comparatives can be attributed to analogy with relative clauses. Last but not least, there was also a parametric setting to be changed in the deletion of the operator: the initial [+CD] pattern changed to [-CD] .
Bearing all these aspects in mind, despite the fact that overtly the Old Hungarian comparative structure is considerably different from the one in Present-day Hungarian, it can be shown that the latter derives from the former directly.
